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ABSTRACT 


MOUT  DOCTRINE  AND  THE  THIRD  WORLD  THREAT  IN  2005  -  2010:  WILL  IT 
WORK?  By  Major  Robert  B.  McFarland  Jr.,  USA,  60  pages. 

This  monograph  addresses  the  critical  window  of  vulnerability  for  U.S.  forces 
operating  in  a  MOUT  environment  of  the  Third  World  during  2005-2010.  Current 
MOUT  doctrine  does  not  adequately  address  an  opponent  using  asymmetrical  tactics 
with  advanced  technologies  nor  the  sprawl  of  the  urban  environment  in  which  they 
operate.  Ongoing  experimentation  with  MOUT  technology  is  focused  on  an  extant  threat 
and  does  not  look  beyond  the  next  two  or  three  years.  Joint  Venture  2010  Doctrine  and 
Technology  is  focused  on  2010  and  beyond. 

This  monograph  is  organized  into  four  sections.  It  examines  whether  MOUT 
doctrine  should  change  to  reflect  urban  conditions  tactical  infantry  forces  will  face  in  the 
years  2005-2010.  As  part  of  this  examination,  the  monograph  will  determine  whether 
MOUT  doctrine  supports  ongoing  technology  development  for  use  in  MOUT. 
Additionally,  it  assesses  whether  the  urban  environment  and  its  threat  will  require  U.S. 
forces  to  operate  more  dispersed. 

Section  I  examines  two  historical  examples  to  develop  criteria  for  evaluating 
current  doctrine  and  its  application  for  the  future.  Section  11  reviews  current  doctrine  to 
determine  whether  it  must  change  to  address  the  emerging  threat  and  enviromnent. 
Section  III  takes  criteria  developed  in  Section  I  and  evaluates  the  effects  of  MOUT  on 
U.S.  infantry  forces  and  their  ability  to  adapt  to  the  changing  urban  environment.  Section 
IV  synthesizes  the  analysis  from  the  previous  sections,  provides  conclusions,  and 
recommends  changes  to  doctrine  to  prepare  U.S.  Army  forces  for  future  urban 
battlefields. 

This  study  concludes  that  principle  fundamentals  of  urban  combat  are  still  valid, 
and  therefore  portions  of  United  States  Army  MOUT  doctrine  are  still  applicable. 
However,  the  majority  of  existing  Army  MOUT  doctrine  requires  updating  to  reflect  the 
future  urban  environment  and  its  associated  threat,  as  well  as  emerging  trends  in  Third 
World  urban  areas.  Current  doctrine  is  not  supported  by  technology  that  may  provide  an 
advantage  over  possible  opponents.  Although  current  doctrine  acknowledges  the 
importance  of  combined  arms  task  forces  when  conducting  MOUT,  it  does  not  address 
the  use  of  this  force  in  the  Third  World  urban  environment.  This  monograph  proposes 
recommendations  to  MOUT  doctrine  that  will  help  U.S.  forces  prepare  to  fight  in  2005- 
2010. 
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INTRODUCTION 


"Memories  of  the  past,  conditions  of  the  present,  and  images 
of  the  future  are  all  inherent  to  the  intellectual  process 
of  formulating  doctrine, 

Defense  Intelligence  Reference  Document,  "The  Urban  Century:  Developing 
World  Urban  Trends  and  Possible  Factors  Affecting  Military  Operations, "  estimates  that 
by  the  year  2005  the  majority  of  the  world's  population  will  live  in  urban  areas.^  Most  of 
this  increase  is  occurring  in  areas  that  can  ill  afford  it,  resulting  in  a  host  of  problems  that 
could  lead  to  conflict.  This  may  result  in  the  commitment  of  U.S.  Army  forces  jointly  or 
in  combination  with  other  nations  to  conduct  operations  across  the  spectrum  of  conflict 
to  address  these  threats.  Military  operations  in  urban  areas  will  be  part  of  this 
commitment. 

TRADOC  Pam  525-5  states  that  threats  U.S.  forces  will  likely  face  are  of  three 
types.  The  first  are  non-nation  state  forces  that  include  political,  racial,  religious, 
cultural,  and  ethnic  challenges  from  within  and  without  the  nation  state.  They  include 
organized  crime  and  terrorist  organizations  operating  without  regard  to  the  nation  state, 
and  religious  movements  and  criminal  organizations  operating  globally.  The  second  are 
Internal  Security  Forces  composed  of  small,  poorly  trained  and  equipped  forces.  The 
third  type  are  Infantry-Based  Armies.  These  forces  comprise  the  majority  of  the  less- 
developed  world's  armies.  They  have  some  armor  but  consist  mostly  of  dismounted 
infantry.^ 

Familiar  vwth  U.S.  doctrine  and  tactics,  and  knowing  they  are  not  a  match  for  the 
U.S.  Army  in  a  conventional  war,  these  threat  forces  will  in  all  probability  attempt  an 
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asymmetrical  approach.'*  Asymmetry  as  defined  by  U.S.  Army  manual  FM 100-5. 
Revised  Final  Draft,  is  "a  way  of  attacking  that  forces  an  opponent  to  shield  against 
things  for  which  he  has  no  immediate  imderstanding,  design  or  capability,  it  puts  the 
enemy  at  a  severe  disadvantage.  It  can  manifest  itself  in  the  physical,  moral  or 
cybernetic  domains."^  In  the  physical  sense,  an  opponent  will  find  weapons  and 
technology  readily  available  throughout  the  world. 

Realities  of  the  post  Cold  War  world  will  see  struggling  nations  financing  their 
economies  by  whatever  means  they  can.  Russia  can  be  expected  to  continue  a  thriving 
arms  trade  with  the  poorer  nations  of  the  world  well  into  the  2 1st  century.^  The  result  of 
this  trade  in  advanced  arms  to  possible  opponents,  is  that  U.S.  forces  can  expect  future 
enemies  to  use  technology  such  as  our  own  sophisticated  night  vision  systems  against  us.^ 
Their  willingness  to  use  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  other  unorthodox  means  may 
invalidate  our  existing  doctrine  or  cause  mission  failure.  Enemies  able  to  confront  U.S. 
forces  with  more  sophisticated  technology  will  diminish  our  planning  and  execution 
time. 

The  Marine  Corps  Warfigfating  Publication.  3-35.3.  Military  Operations  on 
Urbanized  Terrain  (MOUTi  states  that  urban  intervention  must  often  be  planned  and 
executed  in  hours  or  days  to  take  advantage  of  the  turmoil  surrounding  the  crisis.* 

Units  the  U.S.  Army  can  expect  to  employ  in  these  short  fused  Contingency  Operations 
are  its  infantry  forces,  defined  in  this  monograph  as  light,  mechanized,  air  assault, 
airborne  and  ranger  forces.  These  Army  units  are  capable  of  projecting  forces  of  battalion 
size  and  larger  on  short  notice  from  the  United  States  into  an  urban  environment. 
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To  give  these  forces  an  enhanced  capability  to  operate  in  an  urban  environment, 
the  U.S.  military  is  actively  pursuing  advances  in  technology.  The  Advanced  Concept 
Technology  Demonstration  (ACTD)  at  Fort  Benning,  Georgia,  a  joint  venture  between 
the  U.S.  Army  and  the  United  States  Marine  Corps  (USMC),  is  part  of  this  process.’ 

Its  objective  is  to  improve  the  operational  effectiveness  of  soldiers  and  Marines  operating 
in  urban  environments  through  the  integration  of  advanced  technologies  and  associated 
tactics,  techniques,  and  procedures  (TTPs).  Results  should  provide  additional  technology 
that  will  enhance  U.S.  dismounted  infantry  capabilities  in  an  urban  environment. Other 
enhancements  for  U.S.  military  forces  include  Joint  Vision  2010. 

Joint  Vision  2010,  is  "a  conceptual  blueprint  for  transforming  emerging  concepts 
and  technologies  into  joint  operational  capabilities  to  deter  or  defeat  threats  envisioned 
for  the  early  21st  century.""  JV2010  sees  a  Joint  Force  interconnected  throughout  the 
battlefield  by  technology  that  provides  our  soldiers  increased  situational  awareness, 
thereby  giving  them  an  advantage  over  their  opponents.  This  has  not  yet  occurred.  Until 
these  new  technologies  emerge  around  2010  or  later,  combat  in  these  urban  areas  may 
pose  a  threat  for  which  U.S.  forces  are  not  prepared. 

2005  to  2010  is  therefore,  a  critical  period  for  U.S.  forces.  Current 
experimentation  is  using  emerging  technology  against  an  opponent  focused  on  terrain 
and  based  on  a  threat  scenario  that  does  not  look  much  beyond  the  year  2005."  JV  2010 
technology  is  focused  on  the  year  2010  and  beyond.  Doctrine  does  not  yet  address  the 
new  threat. 

According  to  a  RAND  study  for  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency,  current 
U.S.  MOUT  doctrine  is  based  on  World  War  n  doctrine  and  does  not  address  the 
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emerging  realities  of  urban  warfare  in  the  21st  century.^^  Current  doctrine  is  what  U.S. 
soldiers  will  train  with  in  2005  -  2010,  until  the  technology  of  JV  2010  and  its 
complementary  doctrine  are  implemented.  This  will  not  suffice.  The  21st  century  urban 
battlefield  will  require  a  change  in  doctrine. 

This  monograph  examines  U.S.  Army  MOUT  doctrine  for  infantry  forces 
operating  in  the  urban  environment  of 2005  -  2010.  This  examination  looks  at  existing 
MOUT  doctrine  and  determine  whether  it  must  change  to  address  an  enemy  using 
asymmetrical  tactics  with  parity  in  weapons  and  technology  during  this  time  frame.  It 
determines  whether  MOUT  doctrine  supports  the  training  and  developing  technology 
U.S.  forces  require  to  address  this  threat.  Additionally,  the  monograph  assesses  whether 
the  congested,  urban  environment  of 2005  -2010,  and  the  threat  forces  within  it,  will 
require  U.S.  forces  to  operate  in  a  more  dispersed  manner. 

This  study  is  organized  into  four  sections.  Section  I  provides  two  historical 
examples  to  assist  in  developing  the  criteria  for  evaluating  current  doctrine  and  its 
application  for  the  future.  The  examples  used  are  the  fighting  in  Mogadishu,  Somalia, 

3-4  October  1993,  and  the  battle  for  the  city  of  Grozny  in  Chechnya,  1994-1996.  Section 
n  will  review  current  doctrine  and  compare  it  to  the  criteria  to  determine  whether  it  must 
change  to  address  the  emerging  threat  and  environment. 

Section  in  takes  the  criteria  developed  in  Section  I  and  evaluates  the  effects  of 
MOUT  on  U.S.  infantry  forces  and  their  ability  to  adapt  to  the  changing  urban 
environment.  It  will  identify  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  U.S.  Army  MOUT 
doctrine.  These  will  determine  U.S.  Army  capabilities  to  address  emerging  threat  forces 
in  the  future  urban  environment,  and  whether  in  addressing  this  threat,  U.S.  forces  need 
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to  operate  in  a  more  dispersed  manner.  Section  IV  synthesizes  the  analysis  from  the 
previous  sections,  provides  conclusions,  and  recommends  changes  to  doctrine  to  prepare 
U.S.  Army  forces  for  future  urban  battlefields. 

Future  uncertainties  face  U.S.  Infantry  forces  on  the  urban  battlefields  of 2005- 
2010.  While  lessons  learned  from  past  urban  operations  are  not  a  panacea  for  future 
battles,  they  do  provide  a  window  from  which  to  view  what  went  right  and  what  went 
wrong.  These  observations  may  offer  valuable  insights  for  inclusion  in  future  doctrine. 
The  following  section  provides  two  historical  examples  to  facilitate  an  analysis  of 
doctrine  for  future  urban  combat. 
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SECTION  I:  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 
of 

PAST  URBAN  OPERATIONS 

"An  Army's  doctrine  is  inseparable  from  its  past;  therefore, 
rigorous  study  of  the  past  is  as  important  to  articulating  a  credible 
doctrine  as  is  the  forecasting  of future  trends  and  threats. 

Mogadishu,  Somalia:  3-4  October  1993 

On  the  3rd  and  4th  of  October,  1993,  the  future  course  that  urban  combat 
operations  are  likely  to  take,  played  out  on  the  streets  of  Mogadishu,  Somalia,  during 
Operation  Restore  Hope.  It  pitted  the  U.S.  Army's  elite  Delta  commandos,  Rangers,  and 
other  Special  Operations  forces.  General  Purpose  forces,  and  United  Nations  forces, 
against  a  third  world  enemy  in  the  urban  sprawl  of  Africa. 

Operation  Restore  Hope,  the  United  Nations  humanitarian  relief  and  nation¬ 
building  effort  in  Somalia  began  with  benign  intentions.  In  addition  to  U.S.  forces,  over 
twenty  other  nations  contributed  forces  and  over  49  non-govemmental  organizations 
(NGOs)  were  involved.’^  However,  the  decision  to  intervene  with  30,000  American 
troops  caught  most  Americans  in  and  outside  the  government  by  surprise.*^  The  Army 
responded  by  assigning  the  mission  to  the  10th  Mountain  Division  (L)  and  other  Army 
forces  from  around  the  world. 

Maneuver  forces  conducted  extensive  MOUT  operations,  day  and  night, 
throughout  Mogadishu.  MOUT  operations  required  detailed  intelligence  and  were  the 
most  difficult  operations  conducted.’’  Adding  to  this  difficulty  was  the  outdated  Army 
MOUT  doctrine  FM  90-10.  written  in  1979  and  oriented  on  urban  operations  in  Europe, 
not  in  the  sprawling,  urban  environment  of  East  Africa.’*  It  fails  to  describe  building  and 
street  patterns  of  the  Third  World. 
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10th  Mountain  Division  soldiers  were  well  trained  for  MOUT  as  were  Special 

Operations  Forces,  albeit  TTPs  made  the  difference  and  not  FM  90-10.^°  However, 

outdated  doctrine  did  not  negate  the  fact  that  MOUT  missions  throughout  history  require 

adherence  to  fundamental  principles.  From  the  10th  Mountain  Division  (L)  perspective, 

these  include  slow  movement  and  maintaining  contact  with  units  on  the  flanks,  a  system 

•  21 

of  boundary  and  control  measures,  and  marking  systems  for  night  operations. 

Fighting  on  3-4  October,  1993,  also  showed  that  an  objective  must  be  isolated  for 
as  long  as  it  takes  to  successfully  accomplish  the  mission. Effective  isolation  requires 
an  assault  force  to  have  freedom  of  maneuver  over  secure  lines  of  communication. 
Without  a  secure  line  of  communication  on  which  to  operate,  an  attacker  may  become 
isolated.  A  Ranger  security  force  experienced  this  difficulty  when  it  was  inserted  one 
block  away  from  its  planned  position  and  was  cut  off.^^  Delta  commandos  and  the  main 
Ranger  force  also  became  isolated  while  waiting  on  a  convoy  to  move  captured  prisoners. 

25 

The  arrival  of  the  convoy  to  move  the  prisoners  back  fell  prey  to  this  same  isolation. 

As  Operation  Restore  Hope  dragged  on,  UN  and  U.S.  initial  high  hopes  to  bring 
stability  to  the  region  began  to  fade.  A  decision  to  use  U.S.  Army  Special  Operations 
Forces  to  assist  in  the  capture  of  General  Mohammed  Farrah  Aidid  for  crimes  committed 
against  United  Nations  forces  signaled  a  turn  for  the  worse.  U.S.  efforts  to  capture 
General  Mohammed  Farrah  Aidid  and  members  of  the  Habr  Gidr  clan  resulted  in  a  rising 
toll  of  dead  and  wounded  Somalis.  This  resulted  in  a  growing  hatred  of  American  forces 
by  the  Somalis.^^ 

Somali  fighters  were  veterans  of  many  fire  fights  and  would  sell  their  services  to 

2T 

the  highest  bidder.  However,  most  were  now  fighting  the  Americans  for  free.  By  now 
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all  of  them  were  familiar  with  the  U.S  forces  operational  patterns  and  spies  within  the 
support  organizations  assisting  in  Operation  Restore  Hope  reported  on  the  American 
forces  movements.^*  This  would  prove  fatal  for  U.S.  and  UN  forces  on  3-4  October  1993, 
when  U.S.  Special  Operations  forces  conducted  a  raid  on  a  Habr  Gidr  clan  meeting. 

As  efforts  intensified  to  capture  members  of  the  Habr  Gidr  clan  and  Aidid,  it 
became  more  of  a  Special  Operations  effort.  This  resulted  in  other  participating  units 
and  forces  being  left  in  the  dark  in  an  effort  to  keep  mission  secrecy  intact.  This  mode  of 
operating  insured  that  when  the  mission  on  3-4  October  went  awry,  the  rescue  force 
would  be  unprepared.  "Providing  time  for  proper  planning  and  the  conduct  of  rehearsals 
requires  that  regular  forces  supporting  special  operations  units  be  given  early  warning  of 
upcoming  missions. 

Proper  planning  time  and  rehearsals  become  even  more  critical  when  forces  from 
other  nations  are  involved.  Multinational  forces  operating  together  and  providing 
different  types  of  armaments  need  to  train  together  as  do  disparate  units  of  the  United 
States.  Compounding  this  difficulty  was  the  approach  taken  by  the  Somali  people 
themselves.  "Somalia's  clan  leaders  recognized  the  benefits  of  bringing  a  better  equipped 
adversary  into  an  urban  area  and  used  this  knowledge  to  manipulate  U.S.  policy  in  favor 
of  their  political  objectives."^' 

Somali  fighters,  knowing  U.S.  forces  operated  under  restrictive  rules  of 
engagement  (ROE),  used  U.S.  ROE  to  their  advantage.  When  the  fighting  started  on  the 
3rd  of  October,  Somali  militiamen  grabbed  their  weapons  and  moved  to  the  sound  of  the 
guns.  Armed  with  modem  U.S.  and  Russian  weapons  that  included.  Ml 6  and  AK47 
assault  rifles,  RPG7s  and  other  antitank  weapons,  they  soon  surrounded  the  Americans 
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and  began  shooting  at  them  from  all  directions.  Using  women  and  children  as  shields, 
they  were  able  to  get  in  close  to  shoot  and  then  blend  in  with  them  to  hide  their 
presence.^^  These  human  shields  also  allowed  militiamen  to  hide  from  helicopters. 

By  mingling  with  unarmed  civilians,  Somali  militiamen  could  use  their  clothing 
to  hide  weapons  from  the  helicopters.  As  the  helicopters  flew  over,  the  militiamen  waited 
until  they  passed  and  would  then  fire  their  RPGs  at  them.  They  succeeded  in  downing 
two  and  crippling  another.  This  success  in  destroying  the  hated  helicopters  was  like 
blood  to  a  school  of  sharks. 

"The  helicopters,  even  more  than  the  Ranger's  rifles  and  machine  gims,  were  what 
kept  gunmen  at  a  distance.  Without  helicopter  support  the  Rangers  were  exposed. 

The  ferocity  of  the  attack  increased.  At  the  same  time  it  brought  elation  to  the  Somali's, 
it  brought  dread  to  the  Joint  Operations  Center  (JOC)  where  officers  viewing  the  action 
from  live  feed  videos  watched  in  horror.  It  became  apparent  that  the  mission  was  in 
danger  and  a  rescue  force  was  organized. 

Using  armored  HMMWVs  and  five  ton  trucks,  two  rescue  columns  attempted  to 
reach  the  Delta  commandos  and  Rangers  consolidating  on  the  downed  helicopters.  In  a 
frightening  portent  of  technology  inappropriately  used,  officers  monitoring  the  fight 
from  aerial  platforms  and  video  screens  back  in  the  JOC  succeeded  in  causing  mass 
confusion  on  the  ground  by  not  fully  understanding  the  intensity  of  the  combat  on  the 
groimd  and  confusing  one  convoy  with  another.  These  errors  compounded  the  situation 
for  the  soldiers  in  the  convoys,  actively  engaged  fighting  Somali  men,  women,  and 
children,  who  were  attempting  to  stop  them  from  reaching  the  U.S.  Special  Forces.^’ 
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Another  rescue  convoy  was  put  together  using  U.S.  and  UN  forces.  MG 
Montgomery,  Deputy  Forces  Commander  UNOSOM,  directed  Malaysian  mechanized 
battalion  assets  and  Pakistani  tanks  be  made  available  to  the  Quick  Reaction  Force 
(QRF),  composed  of  soldiers  of  the  10th  Mountain  Division  (L)  and  other  U.S.  forces.^* 
Reinforcing  the  importance  of  a  common  doctrine  known  to  all  participants,  the 
commander  of  the  rescue  convoy  linked  up  with  all  elements  involved  and  briefed  the 
mission  with  his  graphics  which  were  copied  by  all.^^ 

This  one  act  of  dissimilar  forces,  able  to  understand  doctrinal  graphics  and  then 
execute  an  operation  in  a  compressed  time  cycle,  is  testimonial  to  the  importance  of  a 
common  doctrine  whatever  the  tactical  scenario.  It  is  the  result  of  a  well  grounded 
education  system  within  the  United  States  Army  that  caters  to  officers,  non 
commissioned  officers,  sister  services,  and  international  officers.  It  is  proof  that  well 
written  doctrine  for  urban  combat  operations  is  possible  when  soldiers  understand  and 
practice  it . 

A  combined  arms  force  of  armor,  infantry,  and  fire  support  elements  bludgeoned 
its  way  through  the  city,  and  eventually  rescued  the  beleaguered  Americans.  Histoiy  has 
shown  time  and  again  when  conducting  urban  combat  operations  that  this  type  force  is 
necessary.  Although  the  intent  was  not  to  clear  the  three  miles  from  the  Ranger  base  to 
the  objective,  this  is  basically  what  happened.”*®  Armored  vehicles  encountered 
roadblocks  and  were  ambushed  continuously  by  machine  guns  and  antitank  weapons.”** 
The  convoy  and  its  soldiers  were  subjected  to  sniper  fire,  anti-aircraft  fire,  RPGs  and 
small  arms  fire.”*^  However,  this  rescue  convoy  proved  adequate  for  the  mission. 
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American  and  United  Nations  forces  used  tanks,  MK19  automatic  grenade 
launchers,  mortars,  helicopter  rocket  and  machine  gun  fire,  as  well  as  small  arms  fire  to 
reach  and  rescue  the  surrounded  American's.  The  American's  had  the  additional  benefits 
of  night  vision  devices  and  infrared  lasers  to  assist  them  in  their  fire  planning  and 
direction.'*^  Overwhelming  firepower  proved  decisive,  and  is  just  one  of  several 
fundamental  principals  critical  to  successful  urban  combat. 

Adherence  to  fundamental  principles  during  MOUT  is  mandatory  for  success. 
Operations  in  Somalia  showed  that  failure  to  follow  these  fundamentals  may  result  in 
defeat.  Success  requires  a  coordinated  plan  that  isolates  the  objective  and  allows  the 
attacker  to  seize  a  foothold  and  maintain  freedom  of  maneuver.  The  plan  must  provide 
for  overwhelming  firepower  and  be  based  on  deliberate  movements  that  protect  the 
flanks  and  rear  of  attacking  imits.  A  secure  route  is  required  and  the  appropriate  forces 
task  organized  to  maintain  its  clearance. The  forces  executing  the  operation  must  be 
familiar  with  each  others  strengths  and  weaknesses  and  rehearse  the  operation  to  be  truly 
effective.  U.S.  forces  failed  to  follow  some  of  these  fundamentals  and  suffered  because 
of  it.  Russian  forces  fiu-ed  no  better  fighting  Chechen  forces  in  Grozny,  Chechnya,  where 
they  had  their  own  taste  of  future  urban  combat. 

Grozny,  Chechnya:  1994-1996 

Urban  combat  in  Chechnya,  shows  that  a  modem  army  with  vast  MOUT 
experience,  using  the  latest  in  modem  weapons  and  technology,  is  still  susceptible  to 
defeat  when  facing  a  Third  World  threat.  Chechen  rebels  used  whatever  means 
necessary  to  achieve  victory,  and  in  so  doing,  provide  further  insight  on  possible 
opponents  U.S.  forces  may  expect  to  encounter  in  future  urban  combat. 
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Russian  anned  forces  probably  have  more  experience  in  offensive  urban  warfare 
than  any  other  army  in  the  world. Russian  strategists  knew  that  Grozny,  with  a 
population  of 400,000,  defended  by  15,000  regular  soldiers,  30,000  to  40,000 
paramilitaries,  and  up  to  500,000  reservists  would  require  an  offensive  force  with  a  6:1 
ratio."^^  However,  they,  like  the  U.S.  Forces  in  Somalia,  underestimated  their  enemy  and 
paid  a  steep  price  for  their  miscalculation. 

As  in  Somalia  where  hired  guns  made  a  living  killing  U.S.  and  UN  personnel,  in 
Grozny  "an  estimated  2000  to  6000  mercenaries  fought  on  the  Chechen  side  with  salaries 
ranging  from  $1000.00  U.S.  dollars  per  month  to  $550  to  $1000  dollars  per  day."'*^ 
Chechen  forces  used  the  latest  styles  of  anti-tank  and  anti-aircraft  weapons."**  They  also 
used  booby  traps  extensively."*^  Using  asymmetrical  tactics  and  sustained  by  a  fanatical 
zeal,  they  proved  more  than  a  match  for  a  weak  and  demoralized  Russian  force. 

A  weakened  Russian  military  was  in  no  condition  to  campaign  against  the 
Chechen's.  The  army  lacked  12,000  platoon  leaders  when  the  intervention  began, 
severely  crippling  small  unit  operations.  The  lack  of  division  level  operations  in  the 
two  years  leading  up  to  the  Chechen  campaign  seriously  eroded  their  division  level 
capabilities.^*  Along  with  a  poorly  trained  army,  failure  to  follow  ftmdamental  principles 
of  MOUT  crippled  the  Russians  throughout  the  operation. 

Their  initial  mistake  was  in  failing  to  isolate  Chechnya  itself  Throughout  the  war 
the  Chechen's  were  able  to  receive  a  steady  flow  of  supplies  from  allies  outside  the 
Republic. As  the  U.S.  military  learned  in  Somalia,  failure  to  isolate  the  objective  is  a 
recipe  for  disaster.  Although  isolating  a  Republic  is  much  more  difficult  than  one 
objective,  the  ftmdamental  principle  is  still  crucial.  Even  though  the  Russian's  were  able 
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to  tactically  isolate  and  secure  many  cities,  it  proved  impossible  to  win  the  war  without 
operational  isolation. 

Russian  planners  identified  Grozny  as  the  center  of  gravity,  defined  by  the  U.S. 
Army  as  the  "hub  of  all  power  and  movement  upon  which  everything  depends.  It  was 
this  center  of  power  that  they  chose  to  attack.  The  initial  attack  by  mechanized  forces 
consisting  of  tanks  and  armored  persoimel  carriers  expected  little  resistance.  Instead  the 
Chechen's  put  up  a  determined  fight  and  the  Russians  lost  105  of  120  vehicles.  Their 
second  attack  fared  little  better  and  they  lost  140  of 200  tanks. 

The  loss  of  so  many  vehicles  reflects  the  intensity  of  urban  combat.  Grozny's 
suburbs  typified  the  sprawl  of  many  Third  World  cities  being  composed  of  small, 
wooden  houses.  Conversely,  the  city  center,  was  composed  of  strong  concrete  buildings. 
These  buildings  were  multilevel  with  large  basements.  Within  the  city  were  underground 
passageways,  bomb  shelters  and  other  infrastructure  associated  with  large  cities.^®  The 
infrastructure  was  ideal  for  a  weaker  force  defending  against  a  stronger  force. 

Knowing  they  could  defeat  Russian  armor  in  the  city  center,  the  Chechen's  chose 
this  as  their  battleground.  They  deliberately  allowed  the  Russians  to  penetrate  the  streets 
of  the  city  center.  They  then  surrounded  and  destroyed  them.^’  The  armor  forces  lack  of 
infantry  support  proved  their  undoing.^*  Russians  forces  eventually  grew  to  38,000  men, 
230  tanks,  454  APCs  and  388  artillery  pieces.^’ 

Military  force  of  this  size  in  an  urban  area  is  bound  to  be  destructive  without 
limits  placed  upon  it.  Knowing  the  Russian  forces  were  under  rules  of  engagement 
(ROE)  to  minimize  civilian  casualties,  the  Chechens  used  Russian  ROE  to  their 
advantage.  The  reality  is  that,  at  least  in  the  short  term,  "an  advantage  accrues  to  the  side 
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with  less  concern  for  the  safety  of  the  civilian  populace."^  As  the  majority  of  the 
civilians  were  ethnic  Russian's,  the  Chechen's  used  their  schools  and  homes  as  well  as  the 
people  themselves  as  shields.^’  Urban  combat  stress  and  the  horrors  of  the  Chechen 
tactics  took  its  toll  on  the  Russians. 

Chechen  cruelty  had  a  profoimd  effect  on  the  Russian  forces.  The  American's  in 
Somalia  knew  that  capture  meant  torture  or  death.“  Russian  soldiers  soon  found  out  the 
same.  The  Chechen's  executed  prisoners,  decapitated  their  bodies  and  booby  trapped  the 
dead.  They  hung  wounded  soldiers  upside  down  in  front  of  their  defensive  positions 
forcing  the  Russian's  to  shoot  through  their  own  men.  The  Russian  soldiers  bent  on 
revenge,  turned  the  populace  against  them  as  they  increased  the  ferocity  of  their  own 
attacks.^^  Each  side  attempted  to  gain  an  advantage  using  all  means  available. 

Russian  forces  attempted  to  use  helicopters  to  air  assault  forces  onto  buildings. 
Chechen  forces  ambushed  the  helicopters  with  snipers  and  RPG7s  forcing  the  Russian 
infantry  to  enter  from  the  ground  floor,  a  much  more  costly  approach.  This  also  forced 
the  Russians  to  extend  their  standoff  range  for  helicopter  fire  support  to  3000  meters.^'* 
The  Chechen's  continued  to  thwart  Russian  advances  by  whatever  means  possible. 

Chechen  forces  fought  the  Russian's  both  conventionally  and  asymmetrically. 

They  used  the  media's  focus  on  the  city  center  and  the  Presidential  Palace  to  insure  that 
any  Russian  bombing  was  a  costly  action.^^  When  the  Russian's  began  to  achieve 
progress  in  May  1995,  the  Chechen's  initiated  attacks  against  targets  in  Russia  itself, 
scoring  a  major  propaganda  victory.^ 

As  the  Russian  military  attempted  to  make  headway  in  the  quagmire  of  Chechnya, 
the  Chechen's  showed  the  world  that  parity  is  possible  against  a  more  powerful  foe  in  the 


14 


urban  environment.  Using  off-the-shelf  commercial  communication  systems  both  sides 
adapted  advanced  technology  to  the  battlefield.  The  Chechens  made  full  use  of  cellular 
telephones.  Motorola  radios,  video  cameras,  and  the  Internet.  Knowing  the  impact  of  the 
media,  they  improvised  television  stations  to  broadcast  their  cause.^^  In  addition  to  using 
technology  to  assist  them  in  their  fight,  Chechen  forces  used  urban  congestion  against  the 
Russian's. 

Small,  mobile  ambush  units  of  15  to  20  troops  would  engage  Russian  troops  and 
armor  forces,  inflict  damage,  and  quickly  withdraw.  Chechen  forces  used  tiered 
ambushes  within  buildings  to  separate  Russian  units  between  floors,  and  then  hugged 
them  to  negate  their  supporting  fires.^®  Other  tactics  such  as  the  use  of  snipers  echoes  a 
trend  seen  throughout  history  and  in  all  recent  urban  combat.  Crude  chemical  weapons 
(chlorine  mines)  remotely  detonated  by  radio  portend  a  different  trend.^^  One 

70 

asymmetrical  approach  used  by  the  Chechen's  was  to  attack  logistics  umts. 

This  has  great  significance  for  U.S.  planners.  Future  opponents  are  likely  to  use 
asymmetrical  tactics  to  offset  U.S.  forces  technical  and  force  superiority.  As  the  U.S. 
military  plans  its  Force  Projection  strategy  relying  on  split  based  logistics  and  Host 
Nation  support,  it  must  properly  plan  for  protecting  its  lines  of  communication.  This 
protection  comes  in  part  with  a  force  package  properly  suited  to  the  environment.  The 
Russian's  discovered  this  in  Chechnya. 

Russian  military  planners  soon  realized  that  units  organized  for  mechanized 
warfare  and  open  areas  are  inadequate  for  urban  combat.  Falling  back  on  lessons  learned 
firom  previous  urban  combat,  Russian  forces  adopted  specially  configured  assault  teams. 
These  assault  teams  incorporated  combined  arms  forces  with  greater  firepower  and 
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engineer  assets.  Firepower  included  using  artilleiy  and  rockets  in  direct  fire  modes  at 
ranges  of  150-200  meters.  Air  defense  artillery  guns,  because  of  their  elevation  abilities, 
were  effective  against  targets  in  multi  story  buildings.^’ 

Advanced  technology  was  also  used  to  good  effect.  The  Russian's  used  Remotely 
Piloted  Vehicles  (RPVs)  extensively.  They  also  used  Precision  Guided  Munitions 
(PGMs)  for  accuracy  within  the  urban  environment.^^  Similar  to  the  American's  airborne 
video  feeds  in  Somalia,  the  Russian  RPVs  provided  real  time  imagery  to  their  Command 
Posts  (CPs).  This  real  time  intelligence  from  Chechen  controlled  areas  was  directly 
available  to  artillery  command  vehicles.  However,  the  urban  environment  also  had  a 
negative  effect  on  technology. 

Urban  structures  within  Grozny  caused  the  Russian's  to  experience  tactical 
commimications  difficulty.  Establishing  ground  based  and  aircraft  based  relay  stations 
corrected  the  problem.^"^  Communications  difficulty  in  the  urban  environment  and 
methods  to  overcome  the  problem  is  an  issue  U.S.  military  planners  need  to  confront. 
This  is  one  lesson  of  many  U.S.  military  forces  can  learn  from  Russian  operations  in 
Grozny,  the  largest  and  most  violent  battle  since  WWII.’^ 

Principal  among  these  lessons  is  maintaining  secure  lines  of  communication. 
Russian  operations  to  attack  the  center  of  gravity,  Grozny,  proved  fatal  without  first 
securing  a  foothold  from  which  to  launch  subsequent  operations.  By  not  having  secure 
lines  of  communications  from  which  to  withdraw,  the  initial  Russian  attack  forces  were 
surrounded  and  destroyed. 

After  initial  failures  to  clear  Grozny,  the  Russian's  changed  their  tactics.  Just  as 
the  10th  Mountain  Division  (L)  leadership  realized  the  importance  of  slow  movement. 
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maintaining  contact  with  flank  elements,  adequate  control  measures  and  securing  of  all 
buildings  before  moving  on,  the  Russians  came  to  the  same  conclusion.  "The  progress  of 
the  forces  through  the  city  of  Grozny  was  deliberately  organized  slowly  with  great  care 
given  to  the  protection  of  flanks  and  the  securing  of  every  building  in  house  to  house 
assaults."’^  This  methodical  clearance  provided  the  Russian's  with  tactical  success  and 
provided  them  secure  lines  of  communication  from  which  to  operate. 

Tactical  success  and  secure  lines  of  communication  requires  a  force  package 
tailored  for  the  operation.  Special  training  and  an  ability  to  work  with  other  branches  is  a 
requirement  for  military  forces  to  succeed.  The  ability  of  these  forces  to  disperse  and 
mass  at  the  critical  time  in  MOUT  is  key.  In  both  Somalia  and  Chechnya,  the  type  of 
forces  used,  and  their  ability  to  mass  and  disperse,  provide  insights  on  what  will  be 
necessary  capabilities  to  achieve  success  against  Third  World  opponents  in  2005-2010. 

FORCES 

Although  many  types  of  forces  were  present  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya,  the  keys  to 
tactical  success  were  combined  arms  forces.  For  the  U.S.  Military  these  included  Light 
Infantry,  Ranger's,  Special  Forces,  Delta  Force  Commandos,  Task  Force  160  Special 
Operations  helicopter  forces,  and  Navy  SEALs.  After  defeat  of  its  initial  forces,  the 
Russians  reorganized  and  brought  in  higher  quality  forces.  These  included  Naval 
Infantry  regiments,  twelve  Airborne  battalions,  Spetsnaz  forces  and  Internal  Ministry 
forces.^’  None  of  these  forces  would  have  succeeded  alone.  What  was  essential  to  their 
success  and  survival  was  their  special  training,  combined  arms  formations  and  advanced 
technology. 
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However,  technology  has  its  limits.  Physically  and  mentally  fit  soldiers  equipped 
vwth  the  best  equipment  still  suffer  in  the  rigors  of  urban  combat.  The  Ranger's  physically 
solid  to  a  man,  had  to  shed  some  of  their  protective  equipment  to  operate  in  the  heat  of 
Africa.’*  Although  this  proved  fatal  to  some,  it  is  a  reality  that  proponents  of  new 
technology  systems  for  dismounted  soldiers  should  bear  in  mind.  The  rigors  of  urban 
combat  may  offset  any  gain  technology  provides. 

All  types  of  combat  have  horrors  all  their  own.  In  the  seemingly  endless  jungles 
of  an  urban  environment  where  every  dark  comer  or  supposed  noncombatant  poses  a 
potential  threat,  these  horrors  are  multiplied.  When  third  world  mercenary  armies  who 
disregard  every  law  and  protocol  of  warfare  are  the  enemy,  the  psychological  pressure 
will  take  its  toll  upon  forces  trained  to  follow  mies  of  war  and  ROE.  It  is  only  with 
disciplined  and  well  trained  soldiers  that  urban  combat  in  the  21st  century  can  be  waged. 
Even  then,  these  forces  will  suffer  psychologically,  as  the  Ranger's  did  in  Somalia.’^  The 
Russian's  in  Chechnya,  fared  no  better,  and  suffered  greatly  from  psychological 
casualties.*® 

Leadership  and  training  can  help  overcome  this  problem.  While  most  of  the 
Ranger's  were  young,  physically  fit,  disciplined  soldiers,  in  the  furor  of  urban  combat 
some  of  them  froze.*’  Most,  naturally  looked  to  their  superiors  and  to  the  older,  more 
professional  Delta  Commando's  for  guidance.  "The  D-boys  all  advanced  with  such 
authority  that  some  of  the  Rangers  left  their  chalk  groupings  and  just  stayed  with  them.  It 
was  reassuring  just  to  be  around  the  more  seasoned  men."*’ 

While  dismounted  forces  are  essential  in  urban  combat,  they  are  only  one  part  of 
a  combined  arms  team  required  to  succeed.  In  both  Somalia  and  Chechnya,  a  combined 
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arms  force  of  special  forces,  dismounted  infantry,  armor,  mortars  and  helicopter  gunships 
proved  necessary  for  success.  In  Chechnya,  the  Russian's  used  heavily  armed,  infantry 
based  combat  groups.  These  combat  groups  or  specially  configured  assault  teams,  were 
supported  by  armor,  artillery  (tube  and  rocket)  air  defense  guns,  engineers  and  air  support 
when  possible.®^  This  configuration  reflects  historical  trends  and  current  doctrine. 

Combined  arms  forces  used  in  urban  combat  in  WWII,  and  stressed  in  current 
U.S.  Army  and  USMC  urban  warfare  doctrine  are  what  succeeded  in  Somalia  and 
Chechnya.  The  future  urban  environment  of  the  2 1st  century  will  require  no  less.  If 
history  has  shown  one  lesson  of  urban  combat,  it  is  that  a  combined  arms  force,  and  its 
ability  to  mass  and  disperse  when  required,  is  necessary  to  survival  and  victory. 

DISPERSION 

As  shown  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya,  an  enemy  bent  on  stopping  a  stronger 
attacker  has  the  advantage  in  urban  combat.  This  follows  Clausewitz's  dictum  that  "the 
defensive  form  of  warfare  is  intrinsically  stronger  than  the  offensive."®'*  A  defense  on 
congested  urban  terrain  compounds  this  difficulty.  An  enemy  familiar  with  the  urban 
terrain,  knowing  the  tactics  of  the  attacker,  and  armed  with  modem  weaponry,  can  inflict 
serious  casualties  on  an  attacker.  If  he  also  possesses  an  offensive  capability  within  his 
defense,  this  "shield  and  flashing  sword"  concept  provides  him  an  ability  to  force  the 
attacker  to  disperse.®^ 

B.H.  Liddell  Hart  alluded  to  dispersion,  in  discussing  the  NATO  defense  in  his 
article,  "The  Ratio  of  Troops  to  Space,"  in  Military  Review^  in  1960.  Hart  determined 
that  the  number  of  troops  required  to  defend  a  given  area  was  declining  and  would 
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continue  to  do  so  in  the  future.*^  The  mobile  nature  of  warfare  in  Europe  would  allow 
this  phenomenon  to  continue.®^ 

Although  the  increased  urbanization  of  the  Third  World  will  negate  much  of  this 
mobility,  the  concept  when  applied  to  weaponry  itself  is  still  valid.  This  concept  of 
defending  more  with  less  can  also  be  applied  to  the  urban  defense.  The  implication  for 
the  attacking  force  is  knowing  when  it  must  disperse  to  avoid  concentrated  defensive  fire 
and  when  it  must  mass  to  carry  the  objective. 

James  J.  Schneider's  article,  entitled  "The  Theory  of  the  Empty  Battlefield," 
concluded  that  units  dispersed  to  survive  the  lethality  of  the  weapons  of  the  modem 
battlefield.  This  resulted  in  less  casualties.  However,  in  dispersing  they  began  to  lose  the 
moral  cohesion  provided  by  having  comrades  close  at  hand  that  has  always  been  a 
sustaining  force  among  soldiers  in  war.**  This  concept  can  also  be  applied  to  the  urban 
battlefield.  The  implication  here  is  that  commanders  must  know  how  to  disperse  their 
forces  while  providing  them  the  moral  cohesion  required  to  sustain  the  attack. 

Knowing  that  the  future  urban  environment  will  in  many  ways  resemble  the  past, 
the  U.S.  Army  concludes  in  its  current  keystone  doctrinal  manual,  FM  100-5  Orrerations. 
the  following.  "Urban  operations  can  occur  in  any  of  the  geographical  environments. 
They  can  constrain  technological  advantages:  they  impact  on  battle  tempo;  they  force 
units  to  fight  in  small,  decentralized  elements. . .  "*^  The  guidance  implied  is  that  forces 
will  fight  in  small,  decentralized  elements  with  or  without  some  technological  advantage. 

History,  theory  and  doctrine  combined  tell  that  forces  of  all  sizes  will  fight 
dispersed  on  the  future  urban  battlefield.  During  the  Italian  Campaign  of  WWII,  the  2nd 
Canadian  Infantry  Brigade,  in  urban  combat  against  the  German  First  Parachute  Division, 
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had  a  brigade  front  of  250  yards.^  However,  a  RAND  study  indicates  that  units  as  small 
as  squads  may  operate  independently  with  a  tank  assigned  for  support.^'  Other  factors 
such  as  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction  (WMD)  must  also  be  considered. 

WMD  will  increase  the  difficulty  of  dispersion.  MOUT  doctrine  must  anticipate 
that  an  opponent  will  disregard  the  presence  of  noncombatants  and  use  asymmetrical 
tactics  including  those  of  mass  destruction  to  inflict  casualties  on  US.  forces.  Historical 
evidence  indicates  that  when  ground  forces  are  organized  to  disperse,  casualty  rates  in 
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land  warfare  do  not  necessarily  increase  when  weapons  of  greater  lethality  appear. 
Whether  this  evidence  applies  to  future  combat  in  the  urban  environment  is  yet  to  be 
determined. 

Current  U.S.  MOUT  doctrine  does  not  adequately  address  WMD.  FM  90-10. 
Military  Operations  on  Urbanized  Terrain,  written  for  a  Cold  War  European  scenario, 
identifies  that  threat  forces  may  use  WMD  against  U.S.  forces  and  admonishes  U.S. 
forces  to  prepare  for  it.^^  The  USMC's  recently  published  Marine  Corps  Warfighting 
Publication  (MCWPl  3-35.3.  Military  Operations  on  Urbanized  Terrain,  identifies  the 
possible  threat  of  WMD  and  cautions  Marines  to  prepare  for  it.^  It  appears  that  the 
implied  task  is  to  expect  it  and  task  organize  accordingly.  Inherent  in  this  task 
organization  must  be  dispersal. 

Urban  combat  in  Chechnya  showed  that  future  opponents  are  likely  to  use 
chemical  weapons  to  force  an  attacker  to  disperse,  and  are  prepared  to  fight  in  a  chemical 
environment.’^  Urban  combat  in  Somalia  showed  that  too  much  dispersion  in  an  urban 
environment  is  a  recipe  for  disaster.’^  Regardless,  a  fact  of  urban  warfare  is  that  it  will 
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isolate  and  separate  units.  Operations  will  be  reduced  to  small  unit  actions,  placing  a 
premium  on  small  unit  leadership  and  their  ability  to  communicate.®^ 

Urban  terrain  will  also  reduce  die  efficiency  of  communications  systems.®* 
Whatever  the  size  force  employed,  communication  between  them  is  critical.  No  matter 
what  type  communication  system  is  developed  for  the  dismounted  soldier,  he  must  feel 
the  presence  of  his  comrades.  S.L.A.  Marshall  held  it  to  be  "one  of  the  simplest  truths  of 
war  that  the  thing  which  enables  an  infantry  soldier  to  keep  going  with  his  weapons  is  the 
near  presence  or  the  presumed  presence  of  a  comrade.®®  Soldiers  expected  to  fight 
effectively  must  feel  this  presence. 

"Dispersion  on  the  urban  battlefield  also  precipitates  increased  requirements  for 
passage  of  information,  which  in  turn  necessitates  distribution  of  individual 
communication  systems  down  to  the  Squad  Leader  level.  Efforts  to  provide  this 
capability  are  underway.  The  Army  envisions  units  equipped  with  enhanced  dismounted 
soldiers  that  will  be  able  to  increase  dispersion  because  of  increased  communications  and 
optical  systems  and  digital  information  received  from  higher. 

Urban  environments  degrade  current  technology  such  as  the  Global  Positioning 
System  (GPS),  when  soldiers  are  inside  or  near  tall  buildings.  New  technology  such  as 
"the  pending  introduction  of  heads  up  display  monitors  and  wrist  borne  communications 
systems  will  require  non-line-of-sight  (NLOS)  capability  if  they  are  to  be  effective  in 
urban  environments. 

U.S.  Army  leadership  realizes  that  commanders  and  soldiers  must  develop  an 
expertise  for  fighting  and  communicating  in  the  future  urban  environment.  Although 
new  technology  will  help  provide  this  expertise,  care  must  be  taken  in  its  use.  It  is 
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certain  that  "once  a  force  of  any  size  is  subdivided  into  several  subunits,  the  problems  of 
assigning  a  specific  mission  to  each,  and  of  ensuring  proper  coordination  among  all 
becomes  much  more  difficult."*®^  The  ability  of  each  soldier  in  a  platoon  to  call  for 
supporting  fire  quicker’®^  is  one  example.  This  is  risky  business  and  requires  extensive 
study,  especially  when  these  soldiers  are  operating  more  dispersed  in  an  urban 
environment. 

Relating  the  jungle  fighting  of  WWII  to  the  future  urban  jungles  of  the  21st 
century  offers  an  insight  to  the  reality  of  dispersed  fighting.  Field  Marshall  Viscount 
Slim,  who  commanded  combined  forces  in  Burma  against  the  Japanese  stated  that, 
"Dispersed  fighting,  whether  the  dispersal  is  caused  by  the  terrain,  the  lack  of  supplies,  or 
by  the  weapons  of  the  enemy,  will  have  two  main  requirements-skilled  and  determined 
junior  leaders  and  self  reliant,  physically  hard,  well  disciplined  troops. 

The  Friedman's  in  their  book.  The  Future  of  War,  Power  Technology,  and 
American  World  Dominance  In  The  21st  Century,  identify  this  disciplined  soldier  of  the 
future  as  a  type  of  super  trooper  similar  to  Special  Operations  soldiers  from  around  the 
world.  "He  will  have  to  master  technologies  that  are  esoteric  in  the  extreme- 
commimication  theory,  sensor  technology,  and  so  on.  As  with  the  Special  Forces,  the 
small  size  of  the  unit  will  require  each  man  to  become  an  expert.  This  expertise  will 
come  through  training  with  the  technology  and  arms  required  to  fight  successfully  in  the 
urban  environment 

Urban  combat  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya  approximate  what  U.S.  forces  may 
encounter  in  the  next  decade.  Fundamentals  of  urban  combat  will  still  apply  in  2005- 
2010.  A  combined  arms  force  package  able  to  operate  in  Third  World  urban  areas  is 


23 


necessary.  The  objective  must  be  isolated  to  accomplish  the  mission.  Forces  must  be 
able  to  operate  dispersed.  Technology  that  assists  U.S.  forces  in  isolating  the  objective, 
and  allows  them  to  operate  dispersed,  while  maintaining  communications  with  each  other 
is  necessary.  U.S.  Army  doctrine,  in  part,  accounts  for  these  fundamentals. 

However,  doctrine  must  also  assist  U.S.  forces  in  dealing  with  emerging  trends  of 
urban  combat.  These  trends  are  prevalent  today,  and  will  also  be  prevalent  in  the  2005- 
2010  time  frame  and  beyond.  The  most  dangerous  of  these  trends  is  the  increased 
possibility  of  the  use  of  WMD  against  U.S.  forces.  The  other  is  the  increased  presence  of 
non-imiformed  combatants  mixed  with  noncombatants. 

U.S.  Army  MOUT  doctrine  requires  evaluation  based  on  findings  from  fighting  in 
Somalia  and  Chechnya.  Fundamentals  of  urban  combat  and  emerging  trends  will 
determine  the  viability  of  current  MOUT  doctrine  for  use  in  the  future. 
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SECTION  EL;  MOUT  DOCTRINE 

"Doctrine  is  a  most  important  product  of an  army's  attempt  to 
foresee  and prepare  for  the  future"^^^ 

M.90-10  Military  Operations  on  Urbanized  Terrain  rMOTm  published  in  1979 
during  the  Cold  War,  it  is  out  of  date  with  the  realities  of  future  urban  combat 
envu-onments.  Focused  on  combat  in  a  European  Theater,  it  fails  to  properly  address  the 
realities  of  the  urban  environment  of  the  Third  World.  *  However,  it  does  emphasize 
that  commanders  must  understand  the  impact  the  environment  will  have  on  their  forces 
and  weapons.  ’ "  It  stresses  that  urban  combat  operations  should  be  avoided  if  possible, 
but  acknowledges  that  this  is  increasingly  difficult  to  do."^ 

Understanding  the  environment  is  key;  it  has  changed.  "Doctrine  reflects  the  time 
in  which  it  is  written,"  and  those  times  are  history.  ’  For  these  reasons,  the  Army  is 
rewriting  FM  90-10.  and  is  searching  for  an  appropriate  doctrine. 

Criteria  for  use  in  evaluating  doctrine  consist  of  the  four  fundamentals,  and  two 
emerging  trends  from  the  historical  study.  A  combined  arms  force  designed  for  use  in 
the  Third  World,  is  the  first  of  the  four  fundamentals.  The  second  fundamental,  re(}uires 
that  the  objective  must  be  isolated  to  accomplish  the  mission.  The  third  fundamental, 
requires  forces  to  operate  dispersed.  Technology  that  assists  U.S.  forces  in  isolating  the 
objective,  and  allows  them  to  operate  dispersed,  while  maintaining  communications  with 
other  forces  is  the  fourth  fundamental.  The  emerging  trends  include,  an  increased 
possibility  of  the  use  of  WMD  against  U.S.  forces,  and  the  increased  presence  of  non- 
umformed  combatants  mixed  with  noncombatants. 


25 


Combined  arms  forces  are  essential  to  attacking  in  the  urban  environment 
according  to  FM  90-10.^^^  This  fundamental  still  applies  today  and  will  apply  in  the 
future.  Planners  must  determine  the  proper  makeup  of  these  forces  for  operating  in  Third 
World  cities.  Current  weapons  systems,  designed  for  fighting  in  combined  arms  force 
packages  consisting  of  infantry,  armor,  artillery,  and  attack  aviation  assets,  are 
inappropriate  for  use  when  collateral  damage  restrictions  are  placed  on  U.S.  forces. 

These  weapon  systems  are  designed  to  destroy  modem  armies  on  a  fluid  battlefield,  not 
enemy  forces  purposely  using  cities  and  the  civilian  populace  for  protection. 

FM  90-10  is  generally  ill-suited  to  the  world  today  where  political  and  public 
pressures  render  doctrine  based  on  WWII  urban  tactics  increasingly  outmoded.  A 
force  package  that  provides  appropriate  firepower  to  defeat  enemies  armed  with  modem 
weapons  in  a  Third  World  urban  setting  is  necessary.  Weapons  systems  that  provide  this 
capability  while  also  protecting  U.S.  forces  are  essential.  The  tactics  designed  to  use 
these  systems  must  take  into  account  the  mix  of  noncombatants  with  combatants,  so  as  to 
reduce  the  effects  of  its  weapons  systems  on  innocent  people.  However,  these  systems 
must  also  be  effective  enough  to  help  forces  isolate  the  objective. 

Isolation  of  the  objective  is  paramount  for  success  in  MOUT."^  FM  90-10 
identifies  this  as  the  first  phase  of  an  attack.  Combat  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya 
reinforce  the  importance  of  isolating  the  objective  prior  to  an  attack.  Failure  to  do  so  can 
lead  to  mission  failure.  A  way  must  be  found  to  isolate  objectives  in  Third  World  urban 
areas  that  use  tactics  other  than  those  found  in  FM  90-10.  Forces  with  the  means  to  mass 
and  disperse  as  required  may  offer  a  solution 
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"Operating  from,  within,  or  through  urban  areas  isolates  and  separates  units.""* 
FM  90-10.  points  out  that  this  will  result  in  forces  fighting  dispersed  in  a  series  of  small 
unit  battles."^  While  this  will  not  change  in  futoe  urban  combat,  doctrine  must 
determine  the  best  way  for  U.S.  forces  to  conduct  these  small  battles  in  third  World 
urban  areas.  FM  90-10  does  not  adequately  discuss  how  to  mass  and  disperse  forces  in 
the  future  urban  environment  New  doctrine  must  take  into  accoimt  these  small 
dispersed  units  operating  among  an  enlarged  population,  that  includes  an  innocent 
populace  mixed  with  combatants.  Technology,  backed  by  appropriate  doctrine  may  offer 
a  solution  to  this  problem. 

Technology  must  be  developed  that  allows  U.S.  forces  to  effectively  conduct 
MOUT  in  the  Third  World.  This  technology  must  assist  combined  arms  forces  in 
isolating  the  objective.  It  must  also  allow  dispersed  units  to  operate  effectively  by 
providing  them  communications  that  will  not  fail  in  the  urban  environment  FM  90-10  is 
not  current  with  existing  technology  that  may  provide  a  partial  solution  to  these  existing 
problems,  or  the  two  emerging  trends  of  We^x>ns  of  Mass  Destruction  (WMD),  and  non 
uniformed  combatants  mixed  with  noncombatants. 

FM  90-10  does  not  adequately  discuss  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction  (WMD).  It 
does  not  discuss  the  availability  of  such  weapons  to  Third  World  nations,  or  other 
possible  enemies  that  will  operate  within  the  urban  environment.  Chechen  forces  used 
chemical  weapons  against  Russian  forces.  Future  enemies  of  the  U.S.  may  also  use 
weapons  of  this  nature  against  U.S.  forces.  Doctrine  must  discuss  WMD  and  provide 
guidance  to  U.S.  forces  on  how  to  operate  effectively  within  a  contaminated 
environment. 
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Future  urban  combat  will  find  U.S.  forces  fighting  non  uniformed  combatants 
mixed  with  noncombatants.  FM  90-10  does  not  discuss  this  increasing  trend  Combat  in 
Somalia  and  Chechnya  confirm  that  this  will  occur.  Doctrine  must  address  this  trend  and 
provide  guidance  to  U.S.  forces  on  how  to  deal  with  it. 

FM  90-lQ-l  An  Infantryman's  Guide  To  Combat  In  Built-Up  Areas,  was 
published  in  May  1993,  with  Change  1  added  in  October  1995.  FM  90-10-1  identifies 
that  increased  population  and  accelerated  growth  of  Third  World  cities  will  impact  on 
U.S.  forces  conducting  MOUT.  FM  90-10-1  also  acknowledges  that  non  unifonned 
threats  will  exist  in  the  form  of  terrorists,  insurgents,  and  guerrillas  and  offers  techniques 
for  dealing  with  these  and  other  Third  World  threats.  FM  90-10-1  discusses  the 
fundamentals  and  emerging  trends  that  urban  combat  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya 
identified,  but  does  not  do  so  adequately. 

FM  90-10-1  emphasizes  the  use  of  combined  arms  forces.  However,  the 
discussion  resembles  that  from  FM  90-10.  and  therefore  requires  an  update.  "FM  90-10-1 
better  recognizes  the  presence  of  Third  World  uiban  shanty  town  slums,  but  doesn't 
adequately  address  pertinent  phenomenon  like  structures  penetrable  by  modem  weapons 
munitions  that  pose  a  threat  to  noncombatant  and  fnendly  soldiers.  Doctrine  must 
reflect  the  conditions  that  U.S.  forces  will  face  in  future  MOUT  environments.  These 
conditions  include  weapons  restrictions  and  the  increasing  difficulty  of  isolating  the 
objective. 

Isolation  of  the  objective  is  discussed  in  FM  90-10-1.  The  discussion  however, 
centers  around  the  use  of  direct  and  indirect  weapons.'^'*  Combat  in  Somalia  and 
Chechnya  showed  that  an  attacker  must  be  able  to  isolate  the  objective.  While  in  certain 
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situations,  the  use  of  modem  weapons  will  allow  for  isolation  of  the  objective,  increasing 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  these  weapons  systems  will  require  a  change  to  FM  90-10-1. 

Dispersion  of  forces  is  also  discussed  in  FM  90-10-1.^^^  The  discussion  is 
centered  around  the  dismounted  forces  of  a  mechanized  infantry  unit  This  is  not 
adequate  doctrine  for  other  infantry  forces  whose  organization  does  not  include  armored 
vehicles,  unless  only  mechanized  forces  will  conduct  MOUT.  Regardless,  this  doctrine 
is  based  on  WWII  era  tactics,  and  does  not  account  for  Third  World  urban  enviromnents. 
FM9Q-1Q-1  requires  an  update  to  accurately  reflect  existing  conditions  U.S.  forces  will 
finH  in  urban  areas  of  the  Third  World  when  operating  dispersed 

FM  90-10-1  acknowledges  that  command  and  control  of  dispersed  forces  will  be 
difficult  and  done  at  the  small  unit  level.  It  does  not  adequately  discuss  how  these 
forces  will  mass  and  disperse  as  was  required  by  forces  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya.  New 
doctrine  needs  to  address  this  issue  and  discuss  how  existing  technology  may  help. 

Technology  issues  are  discussed  in  FM  90-10-1.  The  discussion  covers  Third 
World  opponents  possible  capabilities  that  may  give  them  parity  with  U.S.  forces.  It 
does  not  discuss  how  technology  can  assist  U.S.  forces  against  Third  World  enemies 
except  in  the  conventional  sense  of  weapons  systems  and  firepower.  It  identifies  that  the 
use  of  certain  technology  by  U.S.  forces  to  counter  threats  may  not  be  an  option  based  on 
restrictive  ROE.  However,  FM  90-10-1  offers  little  guidance  on  how  technology  can 
assist  U.S.  forces  in  isolating  an  objective  or  in  communicating  better  between  dispersed 
forces,  issues  of  great  relevance  in  the  future. 
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Other  relevant  issues,  such  as  the  identified  emerging  trends  are  discussed  to 
some  extent  in  FM  90-10-1.  WMD  are  discussed  in  a  cursory  manner.  FM  90-10-1 
directs  the  reader  to  the  3  series  manuals  for  a  better  discusston  on  WMD.'^^ 

FM  90-10-1  attempts  to  provide  guidance  on  dealing  with  the  issue  of  non 
umformed  combatants  mixed  with  non  combatants  by  discussing  Rules  of  Engagement 
(ROE)  and  different  types  of  MOUT.  It  is  more  of  an  information  section  and  really 
doesn't  provide  substantial  guidance  to  commanders  or  soldiers. 

Marine  Corns  Warfighting  Publication  (MCWPi  3-35.3  Military  Operations  on 
Urbanized  Terrain  (MOUT)  was  published  on  15  April  1998.  Although  a  USMC 
document,  it  is  relevant  for  the  U.S.  Army.  In  many  ways  it  parallels  FM  90-10-1.  but  is 
more  current. 

In  gathering  backgroimd  information  for  MCWP  3-35.3.  the  USMC  reviewed 
twenty  two  urban  battles  between  1942  and  1982.  It  discovered  that  from  WWI  through 
current  U.S.  military  history,  "the  basic  principles  of  combat  in  built  up  areas  have 
essentially  remained  imchanged  in  this  century."’^*  Armies  that  mganized  "shock  imits" 
or  special  assault  units  suj^xKted  by  tanks  had  the  most  success.  Characterized  by  an 
integrated  combined  arms  team  at  the  battalion  level  and  below,  these  consisted  mostly 
of  infantry,  armor,  artillery  and  engineers.  It  concluded  that  all  combat  arms  units  should 
train  and  develop  common  TTPs  for  urban  combat.  These  observations  parallel  U.S. 
Army  doctrine. 

Analysis  of  the  battles  in  MCWP  3-35.3  concluded  that  the  attacker  able  to 
isolate  the  defender  won  all  urban  battles.  In  fact,  the  single  most  important  foctor  to 
success  in  urban  combat  was  the  isolation  of  the  urban  area.  While  acknowledging  that 
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today,  total  isolation  of  an  urban  area  is  probably  unrealistic,  nonetheless,  it  emphasizes 
its  necessity  in  stopping  the  flow  of  manpower  and  materials  to  the  defender. 

Combat  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya  support  this  finding.  U.S.  and  Russian  forces 
suffered  because  they  were  unable  to  continuously  isolate  objectives.  Doctrine  must 
incorporate  the  use  of  technologies  that  will  assist  in  the  isolation  of  objectives  when 
forces  are  unable  to  do  it  alone.  Current  doctrine  does  not  offer  this  assistance. 

Another  pronounced  characteristic  in  history  was  dispersed  operations  at  lower 
tactical  echelons  including  the  squad.  MCWP  3-35.3  emphasizes  the  importance  of 
small  unit  leadership,  initiative  and  skill.  MC\^T  3-35.3  identified  that  prior  to  the 
WWn  battle  of  Aachen,  U.S.  Army  squads  and  fire  teams  conducted  intensive  training 
with  Anti  Tank  and  artillery  pieces. 

Technolo^  that  supports  these  dispersed  units  in  isolating  the  objective  or  in 
enhancing  capabilities  to  operate  dispersed  is  essential.  Whether  it  is  better 
communications  equipment  or  an  unobtrusive  display  system,  it  is  important  for  U.S. 
forces  destined  to  fight  in  the  near  future.  MCWP  3-35.3  emphasizes  that  U.S.  forces 
must  use  existing  technology  to  gain  an  advantage.  It  identifies  several  methods  to  gain 
this  advantage  over  future  opponents. 

U.S.  forces  can  demonstrate  a  powerful  military  presence  using  tanks,  armored 
vehicles,  heavy  automatic  weapons,  fixed  wing  aircrafi  and  attack  helicopters.  U.S. 
forces  can  operate  at  night  using  night  vision  devices  (although  MCWP  3-35.3 
acknowledges  that  the  enemy  may  have  access  to  these  devices  also).*^’  U.S.  forces  can 
use  armored  vehicles  to  move  forces  around  the  urban  battlefield.  These  methods  may 
assist  forces  in  addressing  emerging  trends  of  MOUT. 
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MCWP  3-35,3  discusses  the  issue  of  WMD.*^^  It  provides  more  updated 
information  on  the  possible  use  of  WMD  by  opponents,  but  provides  no  new  TTPs  for 
MOUT.  It  identifies  that  future  opponents  may  use  these  type  weapons  against  U.S. 
forces. 

MCWP  3-35.3  identifies  that  future  enemies  will  use  the  noncombatant 
population  to  their  advantage.  U.S.  forces  can  expect  to  fight  conventional  and 
unconventional  enemies  in  the  cities  of  the  Third  World.  While  identifying  that 
addressing  these  threats  will  be  difficult,  MCWP  3-35.3  offers  no  better  solution  than 
U.S.  Army  doctrine. 

A  review  of  U.SAdOUT  doctrine  shows  it  will  require  change  to  address  new 
conditions  on  the  fiiture  battlefields  where  it  will  be  executed  MOUT  doctrine  also 
identifies  time  tested  fundamentals  that  require  adherence  to  no  matter  where  urban 
operations  are  conducted  A  further  analysis  of  MOUT  doctrine  is  required  to  evaluate 
the  effects  of  MOUT  on  U.S.  infantry  forces  and  their  ability  to  adapt  to  the  changing 
urban  environment 
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SECTION  im  ANALYSIS 


"In  any  new  war  to  be  fought  in  the  future^  the  American’s 
mc^  be  able  to  follow  the  old  conservative  ways,  as  long  as  the 
enemy  is  disadvantaged  in  material  and  technology.  If  the  enemy 
is  not,  then  the  old  ways  may  be  a  recipe  for  disaster 

This  monograph  established  four  criteria  and  two  emerging  trends  for  evaluating 
MOUT  doctrine  and  its  effects  on  U.S.  infantry  forces.  The  first  of  these  is  a  combined 
arms  force  able  to  defeat  opponents  using  tactics  similar  to  those  used  in  Somalia  and 
Chechnya.  Second,  is  a  capability  that  allows  forces  to  isolate  the  objective.  Third,  is  an 
ability  for  forces  to  fight  dispersed,  as  required  by  the  situation.  Fourth,  is  technology 
that  assists  in  isolating  the  objective,  and  also  allows  forces  to  operate  dispersed,  while 
maintaining  communications  with  each  Other.  Emerging  trends  are  the  possible  use  of 
WMD  in  the  mban  environment,  and  the  presence  of  non  uniformed  combatants  mixed 
with  noncombatants. 

COMBINED  ARMS  FORCES 

History  clearly  shows  the  necessity  for  U.S.  forces  to  fight  using  combined  arms 
in  urban  terraiiL  Current  doctrine  also  emphasizes  this  approach  and  provides  TTPs  on 
how  to  integrate  the  different  branches  when  fighting  in  urban  terrain.  What  is  lacking  is 
updated  doctrine  that  clearly  advocates  and  enforces  a  combined  arms  approach  to  urban 
combat  in  the  Third  World  This  could  include  restricting  the  deployment  of  other 
infantry  forces,  until  mechanized  infantry  with  its  organic  armor  protection  and 
associated  firepower  is  established  Updated  doctrine  could  also  include  TTPs  based 
around  MOUT  in  a  chemically  contaminated  environment  This  doctrine  is  essential  to 
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focus  higher  level  commanders  on  the  importance  of  a  combined  arms  approach  to 
MOUT  training 

Future  MOUT  will  require  mounted  and  dismounted  infantry.  These  forces  can 
not  -be  an  ad  hoc  force  package  like  that  used  in  Somalia  It  must  be  a  force  that  is 
familiar  with  all  of  its  capabilities  from  the  start  of  the  mission  "In  the  wars  of  the 
future,  there  is  simply  no  point  in  deploying  highly  trained  light  infoutiy  without  mobility 
and  protection."*'*^  Therefore,  the  best  approach  is  to  deploy  a  mechanized  force  first, 
and  use  other  infantry  to  support  this  force.  Adequate  doctrine  that  requires  these  forces 
to  train  together  in  realistic  urban  terrain  is  necessary. 

"Training  is  intimately  related  to  doctrine.  Without  sufficient  doctrine,  service 
wide  training  lacks  a  basis  for  commonality  in  tactics,  techniques,  procedures  and 
standards."*'*^  MOUT  doctrine  must  be  thoroughly  integrated  throughout  the  force.  It 
must  be  understood  and  practiced  routinely.  "Doctrine  must  facilitate  communication, 
serve  as  a  basis  for  Army  school  curricula,  and  set  the  direction  for  modernization."*^ 

Force  Projection  doctrine  must  incorporate  a  combined  arms  force  package  as  the 
building  block  of  any  task  organization  for  future  MOUT.  It  is  a  mistake  to  beheve  that 
well  trained  units  can  adapt  to  the  conditions  found  in  a  MOUT  environment  and  during 
a  battle  leam  urban  fighting.  This  concept  is  wrong  and  must  be  discarded  before 
effective  MOUT  doctrine  can  be  developed.  *'*^ 

In  his  book  Breakim  the  Phalanx:  A  New  Desisn  for  Ixmdpower  in  the  21st 
Century.  Douglas  A.  Macgregor  emphasized  the  importance  of  a  trained  and  ready 
combined  arms  organization  for  future  conflicts.  Whether  it  be  Iraq  or  another  Third 
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World  threat,  his  basic  assumption  is  correct  and  relevaat  for  forces  identified  to  conduct 
MOUT  in  the  environment  of  the  21st  century. 

"Tactical  organizations  that  have  not  lived  and  trained  together  before  they  deploy 
cannot  be  transformed  overnight  on  the  basis  of  a  single  exercise  into  a  fighting  force  that 
will  stand  up  to  future  adversaries  potentially  much  more  capable  than  Iraq."*'*^  This 
approach  was  tried  in  Somalia  with  predictable  results.  It  must  not  be  allowed  to  happen 
again.  Viable  doctrine  can  help  prevent  its  reoccurrence.  Doctrine  must  also  provide 
guidance  on  how  to  successfully  isolate  an  objective  in  the  MOUT  environment 
JSOJLATION  OP  THE  OBJECTIVE 
Isolation  of  the  objective  will  determine  success  or  failure  in  MOUT.  To 
effectively  isolate  an  objective  requires  a  combined  arms  force.  Combat  in  Somalia  and 
Chechnya  provide  further  credence  that  fighting  Third  World  enemies  does  not  negate 
this  fiindamental.  History  and  doctrine  supports  this  assertion. 

FM  90-10  states  that  the  battle  to  isolate  a  built  up  area  occurs  on  the  natural 
terrain  adjacent  to  it.  Combined  arms  forces  are  necessaiy  for  this  to  occur. 

EM  90-10-1  takes  a  more  practical  view  of  this  requirement  recognizing  the  difiiculty  of 
seizing  natural  terrain  in  the  urban  sprawl  of  the  worlds  cities.  It  states  that  isolating  the 
objective  involves  seizing  dominating  terrain  to  stop  enemy  reinforcements  and 
supplies.  This  dominating  terrain  may  be  natmal  terrain  or  adjacent  buildings  and 
structures  near  the  objective.  MCWP  3-35-3  identifies  isolation  of  the  objective  as  the 
single  most  important  factor  to  success  in  urban  combat. 

Infantry  forces  alone  cannot  isolate  an  urban  obj  ective.  In  an  urban  attack  force 
task  organization,  they  are  the  force  for  securing  a  foothold  However,  prior  to  or  in 
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CQiyimctiott  with  securing  the  foothold,  the  objective  must  be  isolated  This  requires 
assistance  from  armor,  artiUeiy/mortars,  helicopters  and  possibly  fixed  wing  aircraft 

In  the  urban  sprawl  of  the  Third  World  many  of  these  supporting  arms  are 
hampered  by  ROE  and  the  presence  of  noncombatants.  Opponents  use  noncombatants 
and  other  means  to  prevent  their  own  isolation,  thereby,  placing  U.S.  forces  at  a 
disadvantage.  Methods  of  isolating  an  objective  through  technological  means  is 
necessary,  or  U.S.  forces  must  be  allowed  to  use  weapons  systems  that  wiU  assuredly 
cause  collateral  damage.  Failure  to  do  so  will  result  in  needless  American  casualties. 

Maintaining  total  isolation  of  an  objective  in  the  urban  sprawl  of  the  Third  World 
may  not  be  possible  or  practical  However,  UjS.  forces  must  stop  the  enemy  force  they 
are  attacking  fi:om  replenishing  itself  with  men  and  materials  MOUT  training  and 
technology  must  focus  on  this  effort  Isolation  of  the  objective  wtU  require  forces  to 
operate  dispersed 

DISPERSED  FIGHTING  (SQUAD  through  BATTALION) 

Critical  to  success  in  lurban  combat  is  the  ability  to  fight  dispersed  while 
maintaining  contact  with  units  to  your  firont,  flanks  and  rear.  Doctrine  points  out  that 
forces  will  fight  dispersed  and  operate  independently  at  the  small  unit  level  Urban 
combat  throughout  history  verifies  this  fact  Conditions  on  the  urban  battlefield  of  the 
future  will  add  to  its  complexity. 

Squad  leaders  who  are  able  to  direct  tank  fire  and  artillery  fire  in  direct  support  of 
their  squad  while  simultaneously  protecting  innocent  civilians  in  an  adjacent  apartment 
building  are  a  rare  commodity  indeed  Yet  this  is  what  will  be  expected  of  them 
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More  effort  is  needed  to  insure  MOUT  training  si^jportedby  relevant  doctrine  broaches 
issues  of  this  nature-  Communications  technology  that  allows  small,  dispersed  units  to 
direct  this  fire  is  required 

In  the  r:rnnparhriftntfl1i7ed  world  of  xttban  combat,  it  is  imperative  that  soldiers 
and  units  know  where  they  and  their  fellow  soldiers  are  located  Technology  that 
facilitatfts  this  while  not  burdening  soldiers  in  the  execution  of  MOUT  tasks  is  necessary. 
Initial  objectives,  intermediate  objectives,  nnd  final  objectives,  must  be  clearly  marked 
and  understood  by  all  units  involved.  Control  measures  must  facilitate  navigation  and 
allow  units  to  disperse  and  mass  as  required. ' 

Conditions  may  change  on  the  urban  battlefield  of  the  21st  Century,  hut 
fiindamental  MOUT  principles  will  not  Soldiers  must  feel  confident  that  their  ability  to 
advance  will  not  be  hampered  by  flank  and  rear  attacks.  Technology  that  provides  this 
confidence  and  protects  soldiers  is  essential,  Non-lethal  technolo©^  that  temporarily 
incapacitates  all  persons  in  the  area,  or  lethal  technology  that  targets  enemy  combatants 
is  necessary, 

TECHNOLOGY  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TACTICAL  UNIT 

Tactical  level  units  will  fight  dispersed  Their  ability  to  identify  fiiend  fi’om  foe  in 
the  urban  jungle  is  necessary,  "The  attacker  must  understand,  the  relationship  between 
the  defender  and  the  population  before  he  plans  the  attack.  Failure  to  consider  this 
variable  ignores  an  important  dynamic  of  the  MOUT  battlefield."'^*  Training  and 
technology  both  play  an  important  role  in  determining  this  relationship.  Effective 
integration  of  technology  to  enable  specific  tactics  in  this  environment  is  required 
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"Too  many  future  technologies  neglect  the  demands  urban  areas  place  on  soldiers 
operating  in  those  environments;  the  specialized  character  of  those  systems  limits  their 
applicability  for  use  in  built  up  areas."’^^  While  Land  Warrior  may  be  an  effective 
system  for  integrating  dismounted  soldiers  into  the  mechanized,  digitized  force,,  its 
potential  for  use  in  urban  close  quarter  combat  has  yet  to  be  determined. 

Useful  technology  for  urban  combat  exists  but  is  available  only  to  Special  Forces 
units-  This  technology  should  be  available  to  infentry  forces  who  will  do  the 
preponderance  of  the  fighting.*^'*  Units  must  be  able  to  talk  to  each  other  and  to  their 
higher  headquarters  to  operate  effectively. 

The  MOUT  ACTD  is  attempting  to  address  some  of  these  concerns  Although 
the  MOUT  ACTD  will  not  imdertake  technology  development,  it  is  experimenting  with 
commercial  and  .government  offrthe-shelf  items,  as  well  as  .mature  government  research. 
Effective  technology  along  with  supporting  TTPs  will  be  determined  through 
experiments  ranging  from  squad  through  battalion  level  Those  that  demonstrate 
sigmficant  operational  effectiveness  will  become  interim  capabilities  for  two  years. 

These  thnty-two  technology  candidates  focus  on  four  areas.  The  first  area  of 
focus  is  Command,  Control,  Communications,  Computers  and  Intelligence  (C4I).  This 
area  includes  several  technologies.  Of  these  technologies,  one  is  the  ability  to  identify 
friendly,  enemy,  and  non-combatants  in  all  conditions.  The  ability  for  hands  free,  non¬ 
line  of  sight  communications  for  small  unit  leaders  is  another.  A  night  vision  light 
source  that  allows  soldiers/Marines  in  a  building  to  see  at  all  times  is  a  third.  Hand  held 
through  wall  sensors  that  will  determine  if  an  adjacent  room  is  occupied,  and  if  so,  by 
whom,  is  a  fourth.  Fifth,  is  a  hand  held  target  designator  enable  of  transmitting  digital 
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data  to  fire  support  systems.  The  last  of  the  C4I  technologies^  is  a  position  location 
device  that  provides  location  data  inside  a  building. 

Engagement  is  the  second  area  of  focus.  These  include  lethal  and  non  lethal 
technologies,  as  v^ell  as  other  enhancing  technology.  The  enhancing  technologies 
include^  an  ability  to  detect/disaim  booby  traps,  and  the  ability  to  blow  a  man  size  hole 
for  entry/exit  in  nny  direction  through  concrete  walls.  Lethal  technology  includes,  n  soft 
roimd  which  will  penetrate  the  human  body  and  then  stop,  and  point  munitions  for 
individual  soldiers/Marines  which  will  defeat  light  armored  vehicles,  breach  structures 
and  neutralize  hunkers.  Non-lethal  technology  includes,  blunt  trauma  training  rounds,  for 
use  in  MOUT  training,  and  grenades  that  can  be  used  in  situations  where  enemy 
personnel  are  mixed  with  non  combatants. 

Porce  Protection  is  the  third  area  of  focus.  These  technologies  are  designed  to 
reduce  fratricide  and  protect  the  individual  soldier/Marine.  To  reduce  fiatricide,  an 
ability  to  clearly  mark  all  fiiendly  soldiers  for  day  and  night  operations  is  required. 
Protection  for  the  soldier/Marine  will  come  in  a  personal  protection  kit  that  includes, 
protection  for  eyes,  breathing,  joints,  hearing  and  medical  protection.  Another  protection 
technology,  is  a  light  weight  mask  for  NBC  protection  compatible  with  night  vision 
devices. 

Mobility  is  the  fourth  area  of  focus.  This  technology  allows  for  movement  within 
the  urban  area.  It  provides  thesoldier/Marine  an  ability  to  get  on  and  up  a  building  both 
from  the  ground  and  from  adjacent  buildings. 

Research  in  these  areas  by  the  U.S.  Army  must  continue.  U.S.  forces  require 
technologies  that  provide  them  the  capabilities  necessary  to  effectively  conduct  future 


39 


urban  combat.  Capable  technologies  resulting  from  the  MOUT  ACTD  must  be  funded 
beyond  the  two  year  interim.  These  technologies  must  see  UJS.  forces  through  the 
critical  window  of2DQ5r201D,  untiUV2D.lD.technology  and  doctrine  are  brought  on  line. 
Other  research  must  focus  on  areas  beyond  the  scope  of  the  MOUT  ACTD^  such  as  the 
threat  presented  by  two  emerging  trends  found  in  the  Third  World  urban  environment 

EMERGING  TRENDS 

Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction  (WMD)  are  a  possible  component  of  any  Third 
World  opponent's  arsenal.  Whether  chemicah  biological  or  nuclear^  it  is  important  for 
U.S.  Army  MOUT  doctrine  to  address  this  threat  Current  MOUT  doctrine  does  not 
adequately  address  operations  in  this  possible  environment  Doctrine  must  be  written 
that  provides  guidance  for  UJS.  forces  who  will  operate  under  this  threat  Doctrine 
should  include  TTPs  on  how  to  organize  forces  for  an  attack  in  areas  subject  to  the  use  of 
WMD,and  on  how  to  protect  forces  against  WMD.  Guidance  should  also  provide  units 
with  methods  to  address  mass  casualties  among  U.S.  forces  as  well  as  among  non 
combatants. 

Noncombatants  will  be  significant  on  future  urban  battlefields.  They  will 
increase  the  complexity  of  MOUT.  Uniformed  and  non  imiformed  enemies  will  mix 
with  noncombatants.  Both  FM  9Q-1Q-1  and  MCWP  3-35.3  provide  some  giiiHanre  for 
handling  noncombatants  in  xirban  combat.  This  mostly  centers  around  the  use  of  Rules  of 
Engagement  (ROE).  However^  combat  in  Somalia  and  Chechnya  proved  that  forces  need 
more  assistance  in  addressing  this  threat  Current  doctrine  is  inadequate  in  providing  this 
assistance 


40 


SECTION  IV;  CONCLUSION  and  RECOMMENDATIONS 


"Doctrine  and/or  TTP  needs  consolidation.  We  went  to.  a 
wide  variety  of  manual's,  TC's,  pubs,  and  white,  papers  to  get  TTP 
for  training  and  in  some  cases  execution  of  our  required  tasks. 

MOUT  doctrine  must  change  to  reflect  the  current  realities  of  the  worlds  urban 
areas  and  the  impact  it  will  have  on  military  operations  in  the  next  decade.  That  impact 
includes  a  burgeoning  population  with  a  commensurate  urban  sprawL  Within  this  urban 
environment^  U.S,  forces  will  face  enemies  that  include  conventional  armies  equipped 
with  modem  weapons  and  sophisticated  technology,  as  well  as  unconventional  forces 
who  will  use  whatever  means  necessary  to  inflict  casualties  among  U.S.  forces. 

In  all  probability,  UJS.  forces  will  operate  under  a  United  Nations  mandate  but 
must  still  be  prepared  to  go  it.alone  if  required.  In  either  situation,  U.S.  forces  will 
operate  under  restrictive  ROE  that  will  limit  their  offensive  capability  and  increase  the 
likelihood  of  casualties,  unless  technological  means  are  developed  that  facilitate 
fondamental  MOUT  requirements,  such  as  isolating  an  objective. 

Ongoing  experimentation  with  new  weapons  and  technology  must  focus  on  the 
urban  environment  soldiers  will  likely  encounter  and  not  one  designed  to.facilitate  the 
experiment.  Doctrinemust  be  written  that  incorporates  new  TTPs  resulting  from 
advanced  technology  development.  "However,  weapons  development  is  only  one  comer 
of  a  triangle,  of  which  the  other  two  are  a  tactical  doctrine  for  using  the  weapon,  and  the 
training  of  the  combatantSi  indi  vidually  and  collecti  vely  to  use  it. 

FM90t  10  needs  to  reflectMOUT  at  the  Brigade  through  Corps  level  as  Joint  and 
Combined  in  nature  It  should  emphasize  the  importance  of  tailoring  combined  arms 
force  packages  for  Force  Projection  operations  at  the  brigade  and  battalion  level 
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Inherent  within  this  force  packagemust  bathe  proper  supporting  arms  to  insure  success 
in  Third  World  urban  areas. 

FM  9Q-1Q-1  needs  updating  to  reflect  recent urban  combat  operations  from 
JSomalia  and  Chechnya,  nnd  its  effects  on  attacking  forces.  These  effects  include  small 
umts  fighting- dispersed  in  combined  arms  organizations,  amidst  a  host  ,  of  uniformed  and 
non  uniformed  combatants,  and  noncombatants.  FM  9D-10-1  also  needs  to  provide 
guidance  on  how  forces  will  effectively  operate  more  dispersed  than  in  the  past  when 
WMD  are  present.  MDUT  doctrine  must  look  to  the.  future  and  anticipate  the 
environment,  in  which  U.S.  forces  will  operate 

Urban  expansion,  and  its  associated  problems  within  the  Third  World,  will 
inevitably  find  U.S..  forces  involved  as  peacekeepers  or  peacemakers  in  2QQ5-2QlQ  and 
beyond.  Part  of  this  involvement  will  in  all  probability  require  U.S.  forces  to  conduct 
MQUT  against  well  armed  opponents  mixed  with  the  civilian  population.  Recognition  of 
this  probability  makes  it  incumbent  upon  U.S.  Army  leadership  to  provide  its  forces  with 
the  necessary  tools  for  success.  Those  tools  include  a  viable  doctrine,  supported  by 
technology  that  allows  U.S.  forces  to  effectively  accomplish  their  mission,  at  least  cost  to 
themselves,  and  the  civilian  populace 
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